In writing about the social and cultural geographies of the past, we frequently reinforce notions of difference by using neatly delineated ethnic terms of reference that often superscribe the complexities of reality on the ground. Referring to 'Gaels' and 'Galls', demarcating 'native' and 'foreign' worlds 
Introduction study of colonial encounters (Proudfoot 2000; Young 2001) . Routledge (1997: 70) , for example, argues that 'practices of resistance cannot be separated from practices of domination, they are always entangled in some configuration'.
How then can the contact zone conceptually aid our understanding of late medieval Ireland? To begin with, historiographically, late medieval Ireland's amalgamation of Gaelic (Gaels) and Anglo (Galls) worlds has been envisioned via a prevailing 'frontier' lens. Many authors have identified multiple frontiers for the period, operating at various territorial scales and at a number of social levels: political, legal, economic, cultural and psychological (Barry 1993; Graham 1993; Barry 1995; Nic Ghiollamhaith 1995; Parker 1995; Simms 1995; Clarke 2004) . Essentially, these frontiers have been shown to mark out discernible boundaries, manifesting both physical and symbolic form.
In the late medieval Irish context, and indeed more broadly, however, the frontier notion encapsulates a number of problematic assumptions respecting the bounding and functioning of human geography. In utilising the concept of the contact zone, I aim in this paper to draw attention to the shortcomings of seeing late medieval Ireland in terms of a society of 'native' Gaels and 'foreign' Galls, divided by a frontier, or series of frontiers. I firstly problematise the ethnic language of difference in both the sources and the prevailing historiography of the period, which overemphasises the idea of a neatly divided island. I go on to argue that the idea of the frontier both exaggerates the idea of division and fails to take into account the prevalence of social and cultural contact and networking throughout the later medieval period, especially at the contact zones. I make particular use of one contact zone, the Gaelic-Irish lordship of Kilnamanagh in County Tipperary, in demonstrating the idea of 'overlapping territories' (Said 1994) . I argue that Ireland's late medieval territories -so-called 'native' and 'foreign' alike -did not demarcate self-enclosed human geographies, effectively cut off from one another, but were, in fact, mutually constitutive in each other's make-up, and ever more so as the medieval period drew to a close. I conclude the paper by discussing the fundamental difficulties of mapping and envisioning the late medieval Irish landscape to account for its intricate interconnections and multiple contact zones. Labels […] are no more than starting-points, which if followed into actual experience for only a moment are quickly left behind (Said 1994: 407) .
Names and the problem of definition
Writing, defining and thereby designating ethnicities is a problematic exercise even in the present.
For the past, where the surviving voices are both partial and so often the most powerful, it is even more difficult. For Britain and Ireland's late medieval worlds, various commentators have discussed the appropriateness of using specific ethnic terms (Richie 1954; Gillingham 2000; O'Keeffe 2001) .
In the Irish context, O'Keeffe (2001: 79-80) rightly points out that referring to 'natives' and 'colonists' via any chosen appellation is hugely problematic for a variety of reasons, primarily because the material evidence suggests a level of acculturation/hybridity that simply defies reduction to static ethnic distinctions. O'Keeffe's sentiments, however, do not fall into the dominant historiographic tradition of narrating late medieval Ireland, which has evolved in the context of a prevailing metanarrative framed by a simple bi-ethnic model: the 'native' Gael and the 'foreign' Gall. The 'Gaels' or 'Gaelic-Irish' -referred to as the island's primitive natives in the colonial record -have been represented as one pole of the so-called frontier in late medieval Ireland.
Representing the other pole are the initial twelfth-century colonisers in Ireland and their 'hybrid' descendants, variously designated as Galls, Anglo-Norman, Anglo-French, Cambro-Norman, Cambro-French and later as Anglo-Irish and Old English in the literature. The multiple appellations for the initial colonists and their descendants (both of whom would arguably have referred to themselves as simply English, as Gillingham (2000) suggests) highlight the difficulties of generating suitably connotative nomenclature for late medieval Ireland. Furthermore, it merely reinforces the notion that contemporary ethnic distinctions were not only blurred but are perhaps more the concern of those writing the past than those who experienced it.
To what extent, if at all, is the bi-ethnic model relevant? The cumulative evidence suggests that such an uncomplicated representation of ethnicity, distinguishing Gaels and Galls, is greatly exaggerated. To begin with, as Duffy (1982-3: 37) correctly reminds us, the medieval archive is dominated by 'the views of the elite groups […] each of whom was deeply concerned with land, power and political control', and therefore 'ideologically bound to uphold their side and to maintain the differences which they perceived to exist between them'. He asks the important question:
In examining the nature of the frontier, to what extent are we following the logic of the historical records, not to mention the legacy of historical studies in the past century, which emphasises duality of economy and society and, by implication, the existence of a distinctive medieval frontier in Ireland (Duffy 1982-3: 36- The evidence of complexity on the ground suggests that the simplified Gael-Gall dichotomy is exaggerated and fails to take into account the inconsistency of antagonism between cultural groups (Cosgrove 1981). As Frame (1990: 203-204) argues, the 'dichotomy was real enough; but it may be regarded as representing two poles, between which large elements of the population oscillated'. The question that needs to be addressed, then, is to what extent can 'single, overarching ethnic constructs', like Gaels and Galls, be 'used meaningfully' at all (O'Keeffe 2001: 79)? I suggest here that in reality such rudimentary labels functioned more as terms of reference (particularly amongst the powerful elites on both 'sides') than as markers of static, self-enclosed ethnicities, territories or polities. The important point, furthermore, is that for both 'groups', their respective spaces and practices were increasingly overlapped and informed by the other as the late medieval period
progressed.
An additional distinction drawn in the late medieval Gaelic annals is between the Saxanaigh Cambrensis' writings are certainly exaggerated (especially in his geographical imagining and vituperative denigration of Gaelic culture) but this does not negate the point that the colonists were aware that they were occupying in-between space from the very beginning. As O' Keeffe (2001: 80) remarks, their 'ethnic identity was evidently shifting as a result of their relocation and the new challenges created by their interaction with the host population, the Gaelic-Irish'. In other words, their identities altered in the new social and cultural contexts of the contact zone, became 'hybrid' and so marked them out as different again. As Eagleton (2000: 130) puts it, 'distinctive ways of life were thrown into dramatic relief by colonialism […] relativizing the identity of the colonialist powers at just the point where they needed to feel most assured of it'.
In medieval Ireland, as elsewhere, from the moment of cultural contact, the ethnic identities of both the colonists and the host population are thereafter mutually constitutive of each other. If we accept this, it has acute implications for the frontier model, which typically posits essentialised 'mother groups' opposite each other. The idea of the contact zone accepts that one cannot use unproblematically the same ethnic language of difference to articulate both the moment of contact Social and Cultural Geography, 6(4) : 551-566 6 and its aftermath. Acknowledging this problematic allows us to read both the fluidity and mutual constitution of cultural 'contacts'. It prompts us, too, to recognise the danger of seeing ostensibly homogenised mother groups as forming either end of any so-called frontier. A useful illustrative point here is the problem of ascribing 'native' or 'foreign' status to such groups. The hybrid Gall in late medieval Ireland has frequently been described in the historiography of the period as 'native' by birth but 'foreign' by blood. How far back in time, however, does one need to go in order to be decreed 'native'? In this sense, O'Keeffe's use of the term 'host' rather than 'native' to describe the Gaelic population is particularly useful in signifying this complexity.
Late medieval Ireland and the idea of the frontier
The frontier notion has not been applied uniquely to Ireland. Cultural interaction has been Late medieval Ireland has been typically depicted as a patchwork of self-governing and semiautonomous lordships -both Gaelic and Anglo -separated by a series of frontiers. Seen in Figure 1 is an adaptation of Nicholl's oft-cited 1534 map of the island, within which we get a strong sense of both the contemporary regionalism and the sense of multiple borders. Generally speaking, the east and south of the island -with nodes centred on Dublin and The Pale in the east and Kilkenny and Ormond in the south -have been delineated as the most English or Anglicised regions, with the greatest preservation of the Common Law and English economic, material and administrative practices. Conversely, the north and west have been represented as predominantly residual Gaelic or native Irish areas, often located in poorer, hilly or boggy lands, with material customs marked by a strong sense of antiquity. In between these zones, a number of frontiers have been envisioned, operating at various regional, local and internal levels (Barry 1993; Barry 1995; Parker 1995; Simms 1995) . On a rudimentary level, these depictions largely follow on from the archival record:
The constant references in colonial legislation to territorial differentiation such as 'the pale', 'the marches', 'lands of peace and war' and references to loyal and disloyal groups or regions, all imply a strong sense of an island divided by a frontier or a number of frontiers. The literature in general has left us with a relatively clear picture of two Irelands, or more properly two territories or 'polities ' (Duffy 1982-3: 21) .
The prevailing notion of the frontier is evident throughout the surviving Gaelic Annals also, which commonly refer to a 'duality of Gaels and Galls on the island' (Duffy 1982-3: 31). However, as alluded to earlier, both sets of records generally impart a 'them-versus-us' mentality precisely because they tend to reflect elite, powerful views. On the contrary, the available evidence for the mass population, though fragmentary, supports the 'expected view that they were oblivious to the importance of frontiers in their lives ' (Duffy 1982-3: 38) . Furthermore, the frontier model does not adequately take into account several key elements of everyday life that testify to the prevalence of social and cultural networking and acculturation, particularly at the contact zones. Below, I use one late medieval contact zone in west County Tipperary to demonstrate a 'much more practical ad hoccism on the ground that belied any evidence of a lasting frontier or significant frontier ' (Duffy 1982-3: 37) . (Morrissey 2003: 30-34) . Fundamentally, the notion fails to take into account that across the island Gaelic recovery was far from uniform, intensely localised and often symptomatic rather than causative of wider processes. It neglects to recognise, too, the multiple linkages of overlapping The idea of the gaelicisation of the Anglo-Norman colony has been well acknowledged (Nicholls 1972; Watt 1987; Graham 1993) . Nicholls (1972: 8) , for example, has drawn attention to the Anglo-Norman adaptation of the concept of the 'clan' (seen in the extended Butler family, for example) as 'the most outstanding feature' in their gaelicisation. However, the indication from Kilnamanagh and elsewhere suggests that the anglicisation of Gaelic lordships was equally as strong (O'Keeffe 2001; O'Conor 2004) . Gaelic areas that were not directly colonised by the Anglo-Normans did not, of course, mean that their cultural make-up remained static. As highlighted earlier, the picture from Kilnamanagh reveals a strong adaptation of Norman-style castle-building, for example. O'Conor (2004) has presented evidence from County Roscommon that demonstrates that the Gaelic-Irish had adapted the use of Norman-style moated sites even earlier than castles, possibly as early as 1300. Empey and Simms (1975) and 'anglicisation' were mutually dependent processes. 'beyond' were inextricably linked to those 'within' the barony. The intention throughout this paper has been to explore the intersecting contact points between such worlds and to demonstrate the ways in which linkages of ideas and material practices were a common feature of everyday life. The idea of the contact zone reminds us ultimately of the dangers of essentialising discourses of cultural contact, and prompts us to read the nuances, networks and hybridity of overlapping territories.
Contact zones and the limitations of mapping

